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Sir: 



This Reply Brief responds to the Examiner's Answer mailed September 25, 2007. 
INTRODUCTION 

There are six questions for the Board to decide in this appeal. However, those questions 
stem from two controlling questions: whether the word "overlap" requires that two overlapping 
objects be in direct physical contact; and whether, when a claim states that the distance between 
the outer side surface of a first high concentration impurity region formed in a insulating region 
and the edge of the insulating region closest to the first high concentration impurity region is 10 
um or larger, the claimed distance must be the distance between a part of the insulating region 
and the part of the first high concentration impurity region that is in direct physical contact with 
that part of the insulating region. 
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In their Opening Brief, appellants explained that both questions should be answered in 
the negative. In the Examiner's Answer, the Examiner reproduced the rejections provided in the 
Final Rejection dated September 18, 2006, word for word, at pages 2-12 of the Examiner's 
Answer. Appellants have already explained the deficiencies of these rejections in the Opening 
Brief. Furthermore, the Examiner's arguments in the Response to Argument section at pages 12- 
27 of the Examiner's Answer do not rise to the level of rebuttal sufficient to overcome 
appellants' arguments, as explained below. 

A. WRITTEN DESCRIPTION REJECTION OF CLAIMS 20-38 

The gist of the Examiner's response is that "two regions 201 and 202 are clearly 
separated by the insulation region 203." Examiner's Answer, page 13. Since the Examiner 
construes the claimed overlapping of the two impurity regions to mean that the two impurity 
regions must be in direct physical contact, the Examiner maintains that the disclosure of the 
specification does not support claims 20-38. 

In the Opening Brief, appellants explained that claim 20 itself states that the two impurity 
regions overlap so that a portion of the insulating regions is disposed between their inner side 
surfaces. The word "between" does not require direct physical contact of the inner side surfaces. 
Rather, the word defies it. The specification provides ample examples of the claimed 
overlapping, and the plain meaning of the word "overlap" is "to extend over or pass and cover a 
part of." Thus, the Examiner's interpretation of the claim language to require a direct physical 
contact between overlapping objects, is not proper. Opening Brief, Section VII.D. 

B. WRITTEN DESCRIPTION REJECTION OF CLAIMS 32, 37 AND 
39-42 

In the Final Action, the Examiner construed the expression "the edge of the insulating 
region closest to the first high concentration impurity region" to mean the portion of the 
insulating region in direct physical contact with the first high concentration impurity region 
itself. In the Examiner's view, the claimed distance does not have support because the claimed 
distance must be always zero based on the Examiner's interpretation. 
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Appellants have already explained that this interpretation goes against any reasonable 

interpretation by persons skilled in the art, because such an interpretation would make 

meaningless the express claim limitation that the distance from the edge is 10 um or larger. 

Persons of skilled in the art would have known that the claimed edge is part of the counter of the 

insulating region based on the disclosure in the specification. Because this lack of written 

description rejection is based on a faulty interpretation of the claim language, the rejection is not 

proper. Opening Brief, Section VII.B. 

C. ANTICIPATION REJECTION OF CLAIMS 20, 24-31, 34, 36 AND 
38 

In the Final Action, the Examiner seemed to base this anticipation rejection more on 
indefiniteness and lack of written description grounds than on the prior art itself. In the Opening 
Brief, appellants explained that such grounds cannot provide the basis for an anticipation 
rejection. In the Examiner's Answer, the Examiner responds that the claimed overlapping is 
disclosed by Asano because Asano's insulating region 145 is placed between Asano's impurity 
regions 160 and 161. Examiner's Answer, page 16. 

First, the interpretation of the word "overlap" by the Examiner in this anticipation 
rejection is in direct conflict with the Examiner's interpretation of the word as requiring direct 
physical contact between the overlapping objects, which the Examiner relied upon to find the 
claims indefinite or lacking written description as explained in Section A of this Brief. The 
Examiner should have withdrawn the indefiniteness and lack of written description rejections, 
because the Examiner adopts appellants' interpretation of the word "overlap" to find Asano to 
anticipate the claimed invention. 

Appellants have already explained that, under the plain meaning of the word "overlap," 
i.e., "to extend over or pass and cover a part of," Asano's FIGS. 18A-18C do not disclose the 
claimed overlapping. Amendment filed June 1 , 2006, page 1 1 . In addition to the arguments 
already presented, in this Reply appellants point out that Asano's FIG. 18B, which the Examiner 
relies on the teachings of the horizontal configuration of Asano's device, is a cross-section that is 
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cut along a bending line to show relevant features in a single sectional view. As a result, FIG. 
1 8B does not provide basis for horizontal configuration of Asano's impurity regions 1 60 and 
161, while Asano's FIG. 18C provides such basis. 

Furthermore, even when Asano's impurity regions 160 and 161 do overlap, they do not 
correspond to the impurity regions of the claimed protecting element because Asano's device is 
not configured to form the discharging current path as claimed. Claim 26 state that upon 
discharging of electrostatic energy applied between the first and second terminals a current path 
is formed in the insulating region from an outer side surface of the first high concentration 
impurity region to the second high concentration impurity region. This reaching back of the 
discharging current never happens in Asano's deice. 

First, the impurity region 160 surrounds pad electrode 170a. When the discharging 
current is formed between the two terminals, i.e., gate terminal (170b) and source terminal 
(170a), the current is pulled by the pad electrode 170a under the static charge. Thus, the 
discharging current does not come back to the outer side surface of the impurity region 160. In 
short, the discharging current would look like the one shown in FIG. 1 6B of this application, 
except that part of the wider impurity region is replaced by the pad electrode 170b. 

Second, the impurity region 161 is backed by channel layer 152, as shown in FIG. 18C of 
Asano. Because the channel layer 152 is connected to the source terminal (170a), an additional 
discharging current is also formed between impurity region 161 and the channel layer 152. This 
additional current prevents the discharging current between the impurity regions 160 and 161 
from reaching the outer side surface of the impurity region 161 . As a result, the device of 
Asano's FIGS. 18A-18C does not correspond to the claimed protecting device. Appellants 
attach to this Reply a drawing to show the discharging currents discussed above. 

CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons and reasons previously stated, appellants respectfully request 
that all of the rejections be reversed. 
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In the event that the transmittal letter is separated from this document and the Patent and 
Trademark Office determines that an extension and/or other relief is required, appellants petition 
for any required relief including extensions of time and authorize the Commissioner to charge 
the cost of such petitions and/or other fees due in connection with the filing of this document to 
Deposit Account No. 03-1952 referencing docket no. 492322017400 . 



Respectfully submitted, 



Dated: November 26, 2007 By: — ^ 

Barry E. Bretschneider 
Registration No. 28,055 

Morrison & Foersterixp 
1650 Tysons Boulevard, Suite 400 
McLean, Virginia 22012-3915 
Telephone: (703) 760-7743 
Facsimile: (703) 760-7777 
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